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OPINION SURVEY'S

L eader’s Opiniens ol Parks and Recreaiion

476 Mayors (47% return)

58 County Supervisor’'s (47% return)

58 County Executives (69% return)

120 State L egidlators (48% return)

411 Chambers of Commerce (50% return)



WHY ARE WE DOING THIS?

Scheelsarean limpertant part of the siaie's

system of park and recreation facilities

1. To understand the opinions of California’ s public
school Superintendents about parks and recreation.

2. To understand the opinions of local park and
recreation professionals about schools and recreation.

3. To position park and recreation community for the
Prop 49 After-school program.



SUPERINTENDENTS
OPINIONS ABOUT
RECREATION

e 2002 survey of all public school district
Superintendents in California

— 70% response
* Results reported in 3 segments:
— Statewide
— Large Metro, Small Metro, Non-metro
— 12 substate regions



CALIFORNIA'S SCHOOL
DISTRICTS

o >8,000 public scheoelsin 1,043 districts
e >6 millien children K-12

o Distrilbution off school districts;
— 49% in large metropolitan areas
— 28% in small metropolitan areas
— 23% In non-metropolitan areas
— 40% in Southern California & San Joaquin Valley



DATA ANALY SIS

s Statewide
(what it meansfor all of us)

o Substate
(what’sin it for you)



MAJOR FINDINGS

Superintendents:

e Report near-universal use of schoolsfor public
recreation (94% of districts)

e Think park facilities and recreation benefit local
communities

e Believe community residents hold ssmilar positive
opinions of parks and recreation

« Arealigned with other opinion group leaders
Opiniens vary In meire/Nen-meire areas, regions




SENSE OF RESIDENTS VALUE
FOR PARKS & RECREATION

3=high value 2=medium value 1=I|ow value
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SENSE OF RESIDENTS VALUE

FOR PARKS & RECREATION

Regional Variation --- High Values
STRONGEST IN  WEAKEST IN

e Team sports FtHill/Mlode, N Sierra Casc

e Family fun MonBay, N Sac Valley

» Sense of FtHill/Mlode, N Sac Valley
place

e Exercise &
personal
devel opment

 After-school N Sierra Casc, MonBay
programs

N Sierra Casc, FtHill/Mlode




SENSE OF RESIDENTS VALUE
FOR PARKS & RECREATION

Regional Variation --- Medium Values

STRONGEST IN WEAKEST IN

e Cultural FtHil/MLode, MonBay
unity &
diversity

e Serve

FtHil/ML ode, MonBay

elderly, low
lncome users

& disabled

e Jobs &
Income

San Diego (low value),
MonBay




SENSE OF RESIDENTS VALUE
FOR PARKS & RECREATION

Metro Area Variation

LARGE METRO
(higher) team sports, exercise, after-school

NON-METRO
(higher) jobs & income




SUPERINTENDENTS VIEWS
OF PARKS & RECREATION

3=strong agree 2.5=agree 1.5=disagree 1=strong disagree




SUPERINTENDENTS VIEWS
OF PARKS & RECREATION

Regional Variation --- Agreement
STRONGEST IN LESSSO IN

San Diego (very), E Sierra, FtHil/Mlode
Sk Bay (agr eement)

N Coast, San Diego E Sierra, FtHil/Mlode

San Diego, E Sierra  San Joaquin Valley,
N Sierra Casc (neutral)




SUPERINTENDENTS VIEWS

OF PARKS & RECREATION
Regional Variation --- Neutrality

STRONGEST IN LESS SO IN

N. Sac Valley (agree), Cent Coast, N Sierra
San Diego Cascade

San Diego (agree), SoCal E Sierra, N Sierra
Casc (both disagree)
N Coast, Sac Metro,

Central Coast E Sierra, N Sierra Casc

FtHill/Mlode, SoCal E Sierra, MonBay




SUPERINTENDENTS VIEWS
OF PARKS & RECREATION

Regional Variation --- Disagr eement
STRONGEST IN LESSSO IN

San Diego, Central Coast, Eastern

Foothill/Mother = ° ! & (Poth neutral)

Lode




SUPERINTENDENTS VIEWS
OF PARKS & RECREATION

Metro Area Variation

SMALL METRO

(higher) undesirables, exercise, after-school, enough parks
(lower) cultural unity/diversity, special populations

NON-METRO

(higher) jobs & economy
(lower) quality of life, crime, property, business |ocation, crowds




JOINT USE OF FACILITIES
AND COOPERATION WITH
OTHER ENTITIES

Do sechools allow Use for publiic recreation?
— If so, why?
— If not, why?
— Arethere charges for use?

[Do schoolis partner withiether entities?
— If so, which entities?
— What has resulted from partnerships?

— Isthere apossibility of forming an agreement with a
Recreation and Park agency?



USE OF SCHOOLSFOR
RECREATION

e |Isnearly universal in California
e \/ast majority IS unrestricted use




Statewide Responses

REASONS FOR USE OF
SCHOOLSFOR RECREATION
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REASONS FOR USE OF

SCHOOLSFOR RECREATION

Regional Variation
STRONGEST IN WEAKEST IN

e Teamsports N Sac Valley, N Coast, San Diego, MonBay
Cent Coasts, E Sierra

» Community N & Cent Coasts, E Sierra SoCal, MonBay

 Funfor kids N Coast, SF Bay MonBay, E Sierra

e Youthnon-  FtHil/Mlode, Cent Coast N SierraCasc, MonBay
school

e Learning E Sierra, N & Cent Coasts MonBay, N Sierra Casc

e Fun for adults N Coast, Sac Metro San Diego, FtHil/ML ode
» PE reductions Cent Coast, E Sierra SJValley, N Sierra Casc




REASONS FOR USE OF
SCHOOLSFOR RECREATION

Metro Area Variation
LARGE METRO

(higher) all but * Enhance schools role as a central link for
healthy children”

SMALL METRO

(lower) all, especially “Positive effects on student learning,
enhancing physical and mental well-being”

NON-METRO

(higher) “Enhance schoolsrole as a central link for healthy
children”




DENIAL OF SCHOOL USE
FOR RECREATION

e Rarein California
» Restricted use 4% average, 12% high
* \Where denied, Superintendents say because:

REASON RATEOF CITED MORE OFTEN IN
RESPONSE

 Management issues 46% MonBay, SoCal, SJ Valley

e« Someone elsedecides 24% N Coast, SF Bay

e Facility constraint 23% MonBay, SoCal

* No one asked 7% MonBay, N Coast



CHARGESFOR USE OF
SCHOOLSFOR RECREATION

Per cent of School Districtsthat charge fees
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SCHOOL PARTNERSHIPS
FOR RECREATION

Statewide @O Large Met &0 Small Met m Nonmet
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SCHOOL PARTNERSHIPS
LOCAL GOVERNMENTS

Foothill/Mother Lode

Northern Sierra Cascade

North Coast
Monterey Bay, San Joaquin Valley

Northern Sacramento Valle
*** Statewide Aver age***

Region

Central Coast

San Francisco Bay Area

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Percent that Partner



Region

SCHOOL PARTNERSHIPS
OTHER SCHOOL DISTRICTS

Monterey Bay

| Foothill/Mother Laode
Southern California

San Diego
Francisco Bay Area

Central Co

***Statewidg Average***
Northern ramento Val
North Co

Northern|Sierra Cascas
Sacramento Metro
Eastern Sierra

ley, San Joaquin Valley
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Region

SCHOOL PARTNERSHIPS
NON-PROFIT ENTITIES

| | |

Monterey Bay

Northern Sacramento Valley

Northern Sierra Cascade, San Diego

Eastern Sierra

North Coast

San Francisco Bay Area

Southern California

*** Statewide Aver age* * *
San Joaquin Valley
Sacramento M etro
| | | |

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Per cent that Partner with Non-Profit Organizations



SCHOOL PARTNERSHIPS
FAITH-BASED ENTITIES

Northern Sierra Cascade, M onterey Bay
Foothill/M|other L ode

San Hrancisco Bay Area
1ego
atewide Average***

Central Coast |
San Joaguin Valley

Southern|California
Northern Sacramento Valley

| Sacramento Metro
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Per cent that Partner with Faith-based Organizations
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EFFECTS OF PARTNERSHIPS
FOR RECREATION

Per cent of Superintendentsresponding

MEDIA EXPOSURE
COMMUNITY SUPPORT

PROGRAMS
FACILITY USE
PERSONNEL HRS
GRANTSWON

OPS BUDGET went up
CAPITAL BUDGET

-10% 10% 30% 50% 70% 90%




AGREEMENTSWITH LOCAL
PARK & REC AGENCY

Per cent of School Districtsthat will or

might form a partnership

OYES B MAYBE
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SUPERINDENTS IDEASVs.
THOSE OF OTHERS

o, Generally: 1in agreement With ether
epPINIeN group leaders
o Slightly: different from these of

local park andirecreation
prefessionals



SENSE OF RESIDENTS VALUE
FOR PARKS & RECREATION

B Supes B Others

3=high value 2=medium value 1=low value




SUPERINTENDENTS VIEWS
OF PARKS & RECREATION

3=strong agree 2.5=agree 1.5=disagree 1=strong disagree
[0 Supes W Others O Public
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LOCAL RECREATION
NEEDS ASSESSM ENT
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Percent stating

LOCAL RECREATION
NEEDS ASSESSM ENT
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|F SCHOOL S PROVIDE ONLY
RECREATION IN AREA
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PUBLIC SUPPORT FOR
SCHOOLS

3/2/04 PRIMARY =
ELECTION: 'y

« STATEWIDE SCHOOL
BOND APPROVED
(50.6%)

« 47 of 61 LOCAL
SCHOOL BOND
MEASURES APPROVED

« /OF 20LOCAL
SCHOOL PARCEL TAX
MEASURES APPROVED




WHAT DOESTHISMEAN
FOR RECREATION DEPTS?

o Vieeting customer needs
o Partnering

o EAcIity sharing

o After-scnooll programs

PDECISIONI BE A PCAYER?



TODOLIST

SCHOOL RECREATIONUSE POLICIES

e Look for direct recreation partnership
opportunities with schools

e Consider joint use school parks

« Seek mutual understanding of Prop 49 Before-
and-After school program

SCHEEEREISANNGNSIHIRS VNS CONVIVIEININE
SASED RECREANOCON PROVIDERS

 Look for recreation partnership opportunities
with NPOs and FBOs through their associations
with schools




BEFORE-AND-AFTER
SCHOOL PROGRAMS

e EURAING

FEDERAL: No Child Left Benind Act
STATE: Proposition 49

s PUrpPose

Education? Recreation? Both?
In loco parentis?



BEFORE-AND-AFTER
SCHOOL PROGRAMS

Reqienal N elerkaieI PIReMEI
clellVEnY

* Fundsdistributed to
schools and School Districts
through County Offices of
Education (COE)

e System of field
support through
COEs, Districts and
non-profit contractor

 Local park agencies
Seen as contractors



BEFORE-AND-AFTER
SCHOOL PROGRAMS

SiteNEIS e parkS ANENEceall O PIIEIAIIS
o Kids gravitate to parks wWhen scheol I's out
o Safe, positive placesand activities for kids

o Recreation programs teach things the Schools
do net or cannot do/much anymere

o Parks are associated with naturall resources
that ane highly: surted fior leaming

o Parks anefun (I.e., meeting cusiemer need)




BEFORE-AND-AFTER
SCHOOL PROGRAMS

YV eakinesses: parksSiane teceall GRPRIReEIEAIS

» After-school money goes to the schools

Park money shifted away from parks
Public policy orientation is about extended

earning, not about fun

OPPERNRIRNPECRES GRS

» Expanded statewide program in afew years
e Allows programs away from schools
e Consultation--- program planning



BEFORE-AND-AFTER
SCHOOL PROGRAMS

o [D0O)Y/0U See an eppertunity te develop or
expandl abefiore-and-afiter school pregram in
Vour: area?

o \What are the barriers?
o [How might they: be overcome?

o [T youWwere tasked 10 deve opior expand a
pefore-and-after Schooll program, Whalb Sieps
Wouldyoeu have te take?




SCHOOLSAND
RECREATION

OneMore Thing...

sivenstishinhematons:
WEIELE ezip) We ele) ife)f
YOUl%
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